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EIS for Tucson Electric Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline

Forwarded by Susan Kozacek/R3/USDAFS
on 10/16/2003 05:34 PM
Kesich@npacc.net

10/11/2003 08:30 AM

To: skozacek @fs.fed.us

Cc:

Subject: EIS for Tucson Electric Power's proposed 345 kilovolt
powerline

Ms. Sue Kozacek

Coronado National Forest

Federal Building, 300 west Congress
Tucson, AZ 85701

Dear Ms. Kozacek,

Please withdraw the current draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Tucson Electric Power's proposed 345 KV powerline. This
draft EIS is flawed. It assumes that the new powerline should be

1| used to export power to Mexico rather than presenting

alternatives which restrict use to providing power to Santa Cruz
County - this may be good for the company's bottom line but I do
not see that it serves the public interest.

> | I would also like to see alternatives which rely on distributed
power generation - solar, wind, cogeneration - rather than
simply stretching more wires across our landscape.

One alternative I would favor is scaling back the project to the
backup line which ACC originally ordered built and running that
through the existing existing powerline corridors along I-19.
This makes much more sense to me than marring the Coronado
National Forest so that TEP can export power to Mexico.

Comment No. 1

TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “...to construct a double-circuit
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales,
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona
to the CFE transmission system....” It is not for the agency to run the
applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to
evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as
offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives,
which include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the
applicant’s proposal.

Comment No. 2

Alternative or renewable power supply methods do not meet TEP’s
proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5).

Comment No. 3

A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal and,
therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5,
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis).

The commentor’s suggestion of building a line adjacent to the existing
transmission line in the I-19 corridor was considered but eliminated from
further analysis in the EIS (see Section 2.1.5).
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--- TEP's proposed "Western Route" and alternative "Crossover
Route" would carve through some of the most remote and wild
areas in Southeast Arizona, forever scarring the beautiful and
irreplaceable landscape of the Tumacacori Highlands. This area
contains several roadless areas as well as a citizen's proposed
Wilderness area home to black bears, Mexican spotted owls,
lesser-long nosed bats and peregrine falcons as well as lesser
known species such as the Sonora chub, Mexican vine snake,
elegant trogon and the Gentry indigo bush. A jaguar was sighted
in this area only two years ago.

The important goal of providing fully reliable electrical

service to the city of Nogales and Santa Cruz County must be
achieved. Unfortunately, instead of building the small
transmission line necessary to achieve this goal, TEP has
proposed a massive, environmentally destructive, and extremely
controversial powerline designed to export power to Mexico.
The draft EIS is clearly inadequate, because it does not address
important alternatives to TEP's powerline which would provide
reliable service without destroying our environmental and
cultural heritage, and which would not require huge increases to
consumers' electricity bills.

The recent blackout in the Northeast is an urgent reminder that
our energy policy should be based on serving the public
interest, not corporate private profits. [ urge DOE to issue a
new draft EIS which fully and rigorously explores all available
options-including a local power plant and smaller power lines
which would not serve Mexico-to meet the important public
interest of providing reliable energy service to Santa Cruz
County.

Sincerely,

John Kesich

RR 2 Box 168a

Millerton, Pennsylvania 16936

Comment No. 4

Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National
Forest.

Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12,
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs.

Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to
the National Wilderness Preservation System.

Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including
potential impacts to wildlife.

Comment No. 5

TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “...to construct a double-circuit
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales,
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona
to the CFE transmission system...” When a Federal agency is evaluating a
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and
Need Statements).
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Comment No. 6

Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal.

Comment No. 7

A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal and, therefore, is not
evaluated in detail in this EIS. (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis).
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Margaret R. Kinkead
P.0. Box 1448
7 Cerro Pelon
Tubac, AZ 85646-1448

Dr. Jerry Pell, Manager

Office of Electric power Regulation
Fossil Energy

U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Dr. Pell:

Thank_you for the draft of the Environmental Impact Stateme
Electric Power Company’s Sahuarita - Nogales Transmission

safe_ty issueg in relationship to the natural gas line and to th
station that is on the property at 2258 Rusty Spur in Tubac.
In two places it mentions that the Central Corridor will pass
Cerro Pelon by the Rusty Spur properties? If it does not, you
more houses as well as the distribution station to that route

is on those properties.

Thanks for listening to us and doing a thorough job.

Sincerely,

M §% /ti(}gzaj

Margaret R. Kinkead

August 18, 2003

nt for the Tucson
Line.

1 In reading through the report on the CD | could not find where you addressed the

e distribution

north but close to

b three houses on Aliso Springs Road. Does it vary from the pipeline through

need to add five
since the pipeline

Comment No. 1

Section 4.10 of the Final EIS has been revised to include discussion on
safety considerations for collocating natural gas pipelines and transmission
lines. TEP has consulted with EPNG about the proposed project, and TEP
would have detailed discussions with EPNG regarding safety issues of
siting the proposed transmission line near the distribution station once an
exact location for the structures is determined.

A minimum distance of 100 ft (30 m) would be maintained between any of
the proposed transmission line structures and the edge of the existing EPNG
pipeline ROW, in compliance with the Amended Certificate of
Environmental Compatibility issued to TEP on October 29, 2001, by ACC
(see Section 4.10 of the EIS). As shown in Table 10-2 of the Final EIS, the
Federal agencies consulted with EPNG regarding safety requirements, and
EPNG concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate.

Comment No. 2

The study corridor for the Central Corridor would stay along the pipeline
ROW in the area cited by the commentor. Section 3.1, Land Use, of the
Final EIS has been modified to include the five additional houses and the
distribution station along the Central Corridor.
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Page 1 of 1
Refer to the response to Comment No. 1 in the previous submittal from
From: Marge Kinkead [wmkinkead@earthlink.net] Margaret Kinkead.
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2003 7:28 PM
To: Pell, Jerry

Subject: power lines
Dr. Pell:

I missed the meeting in Nogales because I did not hear about it
until after I had other plans.

I wanted to address my continuing concerns about the safety
of putting the pipeline along the gas line near the distribution

1 | station on Ed and Linda Wood's property at 2258 Rusty Spur
in Tubac. Since these hearings have been going on the
uncontrolled venting of the gas line has ceased. But El Paso
Gas has told us that it is necessary to vent and test the
distribution point and the line itself on a regular basis. It is this
venting near 45 K power lines that seems to me to be unsafe.

If I had been able to come to the meeting, I would have voiced
these concerns at the meeting. This safety issue was not
addressed in the Draft of the Environmental Impact Statement.
I hope that it will be addressed in the final report.

Marge Kinkead
P.O. Box 1448
7 Cerro Pelon
Tubac, AZ
520398 2364
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Page 1 of 1

Refer to the response to Comment No. 1 in the first submittal from
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Tucson Margaret Kinkead.

Electric Power lines into Mexico

From: Marge Kinkead [SMTP:wmkinkead@earthlink.net]
To: Pell, Jerry
Cc: marshall@magruder.org

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
Tucson Electric Power lines into Mexico

Sent: 10/13/2003 7:06 PM

Importance: Normal

Margaret R. Kinkead
P.O. Box 1448

7 Cerro Pelon

Tubac, AZ 85646-1448
520 398 2364

Re: Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Tucson
Electric Power lines into Mexico

Dear Dr. Pell:

Marshall Magruder suggested that I rephrase my recent letter
to you so that it was in a question form. Where in the draft of
the Environmental Impact Statement were the safety issue
addressed?

How close can the 345 K power lines safely come to the
distribution station on the property at 2258 Rusty Spur, Tubac,
AZ which is vented for testing on a regular basis? [ am
anxious to receive your answer.

Marge Kinkead
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Comment No. 1

The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed
transmission line because of the potential impact on the vegetation in the
area.

Comment No. 2

Alternative or renewable power supply methods do not meet TEP’s
proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS (refer to section 2.1.5).

A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis).

Comment No. 3

Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project,
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal.
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal;
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered.
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s
proposal.

Any study of alternatives for “helping Mexico” would be outside the scope
of the EIS.
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Comment No. 4

Sections 3.4 and 4.4 discuss the existing cultural resources and analyze the
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including
Native American Concerns. There are no reserved tribal lands in the
proposed project; however, several tribes have traditional connections to the
proposed project areas. Tribal concerns about the impacts of the
transmission line on traditional use lands have been considered through
consultation.
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DOE-EIScommentsDOE/EIS-0336,TEP Sahuarite-Nogales
Transmission Line DEIS

From: B & E Soporibell [SMTP:soporibell@msn.com]
To: Pell, Jerry
Cc:

Subject: DOE-EIScommentsDOE/EIS-0336,TEP Sahuarite-
Nogales Transmission Line DEIS
Sent: 10/14/2003 4:52 PM

Importance: Normal
Couple items not included in my verbal presentation:

The ACC order contains a condition that TEP use non-
reflective, colorized monopoles. The DEIS only mentions
1 | self-weathering monopoles. Should the line be built TEP
should be required to use the non-reflective, colorized
monopoles as they would be less intrusive visually.

In additions to my verbal presentation on "roads" please note
the concern of invasive species taking advantage of the cleared
path--they are extremely difficult to control and we certainly
do not need them in the roadless-wilderness area.

William Kurtz,
65 Box 7990,
Amado AZ 85645.

Comment No. 1

ACC Decision No. 64356 (ACC 2002) uses the terms “non-reflective,”
“self-weathering,” and “color suitable to the terrain and vegetation” to
describe the structures that TEP should use. The self-weathering monopoles
described in the EIS are intended to comply with these requirements of the
ACC regarding structure finish.

Comment No. 2

Section 4.3.2, Biological Resources, states that the long-term reductions in
biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to construction
traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed
project area where biological communities recover very slowly from
disturbances. Sections 3.3.3 and 4.3.3 presents analyses of the existing
special interest species, and potential impacts to these species as a result of
the proposed project. Section 3.3.2 discusses the existing vegetation and
wildlife in the proposed project area, and Section 4.3 analyzes habitat
fragmentation impacts.

Sections 3.3.6 and 4.3.6 discuss the existing invasive species (nonnative
plants) in the project area, and potential invasive species impacts that could
result from the proposed project.
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Forwarded by Susan K Kozacek/R3/USDAFS on 10/16/2003
06:04 PM -----

"B & E Soporibell" <soporibell@msn.com>

10/14/2003 01:13 PM

To: <skozacek@fs.fed.us>
ce:
Subject: DEIS, TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line

<?xml:namespace prefix="v" /><?xml:namespace prefix="o"
/>

Attached is the statement I made to DOE at the hearing in
Nogales. Some of those statements are pertinent to the
Coronado National Forest. Please also consider the following
additional comments:

1. TEP is required by the ACC to use non-reflective colorized
monopoles and NOT the self-weathering type described in the
DEIS. Should the line be built in the National Forest non-
reflective colorized monopoles should be required.

2. Regardless of how many visual simulations are made the
fact remains that the line will be a great visual intrusion on the
Forest and certainly one that we do not need be it the western,
cross-over or central route.

3. The line is truly incompatible with the roadless,wilderness
character of the Forest. These areas are disappearing and we
should not mar this one with transmission lines.

4. The attachment discusses roads but fails to mention that
any new roads are prime places for invasive species to become
established.

Comment No. 1

Refer to the response to Comment No. 1 in the previous submittal from
William Kurtz.

Comment No. 2

Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed
project.

The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis.

Comment No. 3

Sections 3.1 and 4.1 discuss the existing land use, including Wilderness
Areas and roadless designations, and analyze the potential impacts to these
resources from the proposed project. Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12,
Transportation, discuss the IRAs within the Coronado National Forest.
Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, Transportation, evaluate potential impacts
related to roads. Also, refer to the response to Center for Biological
Diversity, Comment 9, regarding roadless area designations.

Comment No. 4

Section 4.3.2, Biological Resources, states that the long-term reductions in
biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to construction
traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed
project area where biological communities recover very slowly from
disturbances. Section 3.3.2 discusses the existing vegetation and wildlife in
the proposed project area. Sections 3.3.6 and 4.3.6 discuss the existing
invasive species (nonnative plants) in the project area, and potential
invasive species impacts that could result from the proposed project.
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Because the ACC order for a second line to serve Nogales

5 |only needs to be a 115kv line and can be provided outside the
Forest no compelling reasons exist to construct a 345kv line
through the Forest. Of the four alternatives in the DEIS the
NO ACTION alternative should be selected.

William Kurtz, HC
65 Box 7990,
Amado AZ 85645.

Comment No. 5

ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico.

A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g., a
115-kV line) would not meet the international interconnection aspect of
TEP’s proposal. Therefore, this alternative is not evaluated in detail in this
EIS (see Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From
Further Analysis).
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Comment No. 1

Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to
the National Wilderness Preservation System.

Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use, and
analyze potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project.

Comment No. 2

TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “...to construct a double-circuit
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales,
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona
to the CFE transmission system....” In an applicant-initiated process, such
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need.

Comment No. 3

A smaller transmission line (e.g., 115-kV line) in lieu of the proposed
345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect of
TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further
Analysis).
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Comment No. 4

ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico.

Comment No. 5

A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not
evaluated in detail in this EIS. (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.)
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Comment No. 1

Sections 3.1.2 and 41.2 present a description of the existing recreational
opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the
proposed project.

Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present analyses of existing recreational settings
and activities, and potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project.
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to ROS indicators such as
remoteness and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are
“inconsistent” with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the
Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest.

Comment No. 2

The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of itself does
not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan. Road density
limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National Forest as a
whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National
Forest. Any authorization issued to implement the proposed project on the
Coronado National Forest would contain terms and conditions to ensure
road barrier effectiveness and maintenance, as appropriate. Based on these
terms and conditions for ensuring the effectiveness of road closures, the
proposed project is consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for
road density.

Comment No. 3

Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use, and
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project.
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Comment No. 4

Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational

opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the
proposed project.

Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological

resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the
proposed project.
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From: dryland2@aol.com
Sent:  Thursday, October 09, 2003 9:02 PM
To: Pell, Jerry

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson Electric
Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline

Dr. Jerry Pell

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27)
1000 Independence Avenue. SW

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Dr. Pell,

I am writing to urge you to withdraw the current draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson Electric Power's
proposed 345 kilovolt powerline. It sounds to me that Tucson
Electric Power is taking advantage of the agreement between
the Arizona Corporations Commission and the Citizens
Communication Company to make a lot of extra profit by
creating a more massive line than necessary so that it can
export electricity to Mexico.

In this rush to make profits as opposed to providing a needed
backup for Nogales and Santa Cruz County, they are
sacrificing the environment, a treasure for the rest of us and
the wildlife within it.

TEP's proposed "Western Route" and alternative "Crossover
Route" would carve through some of the most remote and wild
areas in Southeast Arizona, forever scarring the beautiful and
irreplaceable landscape of the Tumacacori Highlands. This
area contains several roadless areas as well as a citizen's
proposed Wilderness area home to black bears, Mexican

Comment No. 1

The Federal agencies note the commentor’s suggestion that DOE withdraw
the current Draft EIS.

Comment No. 2

Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the
scope of the EIS. (See response to the Border Power Plant Working Group,
Comment 2.)

TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “...to construct a double-circuit
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales,
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona
to the CFE transmission system....” In an applicant-initiated process, such
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need.

Comment No. 3

Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National
Forest.

Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12,
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs.

Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to
the National Wilderness Preservation System.

Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including
potential impacts to wildlife.
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spotted owls, lesser-long nosed bats and peregrine falcons as
well as lesser known species such as the Sonora chub,
Mexican vine snake, elegant trogon and the Gentry indigo
bush. A jaguar was sighted in this area only two years ago.

The important goal of providing fully reliable electrical
service to the city of Nogales and Santa Cruz County must be
achieved. Unfortunately, instead of building the small
transmission line necessary to achieve this goal, TEP has
proposed a massive, environmentally destructive, and
extremely controversial powerline designed to export power to
Mexico.

The draft EIS is clearly inadequate, because it does not
address important alternatives to TEP's powerline which
would provide reliable service without destroying our
environmental and cultural heritage, and which would not
require huge increases to consumers' electricity bills.

The recent blackout in the Northeast is an urgent reminder that
our energy policy should be based on serving the public
interest, not corporate private profits. I urge DOE to issue a
new draft EIS which fully and rigorously explores all available
options-including a local power plant and smaller power lines
which would not serve Mexico-to meet the important public
interest of providing reliable energy service to Santa Cruz
County.

Sincerely,

HAZEL LANDA
3837NY 2
CROPSEYVILLE, New York 12052

Comment No. 4

When a Federal agency is evaluating a request for a permit for a proposed
action developed by a non-Federal applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined
that Federal agencies should select alternatives which are feasible given the
applicant’s stated goals and reflect the “common sense realities” of the
situation. Therefore, the Federal agencies are evaluating the proposed
project presented by TEP to each of the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2,
Federal Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements).

Comment No. 5

Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the
scope of the EIS.

A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not
evaluated in detail in this EIS. (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.)






